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This report gives the results of our performance audit tidealysis of Overlap,
Duplication and Fragmentation Across Executive Branch Departmédnis.the culmination of
our work required by Act 1100 of 1995. This audit was conducted under the provisions of
Title 24 of the Louisiana Revised Statutes of 1950, as amended.

This performance audit report contains our findings, conclusions, and recommendations.
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Executive Summary

Performance Audit
Analysis of Overlap, Duplication and Fragmentation
Across Executive Branch Departments

‘ AUDIT INITIATION AND OBJECTIVES I

The Office of the Legislative Auditor conducted this performance audit of the executive
branch of state government in response to certain requirements of Act 1100 of 1995. This act
amended the state audit law by adding Louisiana Revised Statute (R.S.) 24:522, which formally
created the Louisiana Performance Audit Program. It directed the Office of the Legislative
Auditor to examine several matters relating to programs and activities of state agencies. The
Legislative Audit Advisory Council originally approved this audit on March 12, 1998. However,
because of other legislative demands, the audit was not completed at that time, and the council
re-approved it on August 26, 1999.

This report addresses the following two objectives:

. Identify overlap, fragmentation, and duplication among programs,
functions, and activities across departments within the executive branch of

state government.

. Determine the associated costs if overlap, fragmentation or duplication
exists.

‘Report Synopsis I

Overall, we identified 13 areas of overlap, duplication or fragmentation of services. The
areas were reviewed across multiple state departments and other state entities. We found that in
each area there was potential for better coordination of services and potential cost savings for
taxpayers.




Executive Summary Page xiii

Specifically, there were ten areas identified with overlap of services, funding or
functions. These areas include workforce preparation programs, gaming regulation, teen
pregnancy prevention programs, and commercial vehicle inspections. There were two areas
identified with fragmentation in administration or regulation functions such as funding battered
women’s shelters and conducting administrative hearings.

In many cases, quantifying the potential savings was not possible because costs were not
available in such a way as to obtain a specific dollar amount.

Chapter 2: Coordination of Workforce Preparation Programs

Some workforce development efforts in Louisiana overlap. For example, job training for
the disabled is handled by multiple agencies, leading to increased costs and administrative
inefficiency. Each agency administers its programs separately. In addition, the program
activities are the same across many of the agencies, leading to overlap of services in job training
programs in the state.

We identified three specific areas within workforce preparation where overlap is
occurring. First, the Department of Social Services and the Department of Labor both prepare
welfare recipients for the workforce, although at different times. Although services are provided
at different stages by each department, both provide job training, placement, and support services
(e.g., child care, transportation, tools, uniforms) to welfare recipients.

Second, the Department of Social Services and the Department of Health and Hospitals
both provide evaluation, job training, and supported employment to disabled citizens. We found
that the Governor's Office of Disability Affairs is currently working on a strategic plan to
identify issues and to coordinate agencies involved with providing services to the disabled.

Third, the Department of Labor and the Department of Economic Development pay state
technical colleges to provide customized training programs for businesses. Both departments
award funds for the same purpose because state law authorizes them to do so. However,
according to the departments, the grants are awarded to businesses that have been in the state for
different time periods. Grants for fiscal year ended June 30, 1999, for both departments were
$12.5 million.

(See pages 17-30 of the report.)

Recommendations

2.1  Agencies serving the disabled population should review the written agreement
regarding supported employment for consumers. There is a need for better
coordination between the agencies to improve customer service and efficiency in
spending.
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2.2 The Governor’'s Office of Disability Affairs should review state and federal
regulations on eligibility requirements for service to the disabled, especially
regarding age. More uniform requirements could help minimize gaps in services for
the disabled.

Matters for Legislative Consideration

2.1 The legislature may wish to consider establishing a single point of entry for
disability services as a whole to facilitate providing appropriate services to the
disabled population. The LouisianaWorkforce Commission and the Governor’s
Office for Disability Affairs may be a starting point for such a service in terms of
application, referrals and providing information to the public.

2.2  The legislature may wish to consider consolidating the functions of Social Services’
Find Work and Labor’s Welfare-to-Work. Consolidation could improve efficiency
and lower administrative costs in addition to providing continuous, uninterrupted
service as welfare recipients move to the workplace. Although both programs are
federally authorized, the legislature may have some discretion to establish one
administering agency.

2.3  The legislature may wish to consider consolidating Department of Labor’s
Incumbent Worker Training Program and Department of Economic Development’'s
Workforce Training and Development Program. This action would lower
administrative and monitoring costs, improve efficiency, and ensure that businesses
can only receive job training grants from one source.

Chapter 3: Youth Drug Abuse Prevention Programs

In Louisiana, youth drug abuse prevention programs are supported by both state general
funds and federal funds, which were approximately $19.5 million in Fiscal Year Ended (FYE)
June 30, 1999. At least four state agencies provide funds for these programs. These agencies
are:

. Department of Education
. Governor’s Office of Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities
. Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Criminal

Justice (within Office of the Governor)
. Department of Health and Hospitals

The Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Criminal
Justice funds programs with state dollars and the remaining three agencies pass along federal
funds to local programs.
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Our audit found that there is no overall coordination or oversight of these expenditures
for youth drug abuse prevention programs. As a result, state agency funding sources are
fragmented. In addition, local programs provide overlapping services. For example, Drug
Abuse Resistance Education (DARE) programs receive money from the Commission (state
funds) as well as the Governor’s Office of Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities.
Another example is that community-based programs receive money from the Department of
Health and Hospitals, Office of Addictive Disorders (federal substance abuse grant) and the
Governor’s Office of Safe and Drug Free Schools. According to Department of Education
officials, school-aged children can participate in DARE and may also participate in
community-based programs.

In addition, most of the state agencies that administer funds for youth drug abuse
prevention programs take between 5% and 9% for administrative costs from the funding of the
programs. However, the Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement reported that in FYE
June 30, 1999, it spent $118,000 to administer the DARE program, which is 2.7% of the total
funds ($4.3 million) that it expended.

Furthermore, we found some duplication of efforts in conducting surveys on drugs and
violence in the schools. At least three agencies are conducting these types of surveys:

. Department of Education
. Department of Health and Hospitals, Office of Addictive Disorders
. Attorney General's Office (former authority over Drug Policy Board)

(See pages 31-38 of the report.)

Recommendations

3.1  The Governor’s Office of Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities should
work with the Department of Health and Hospitals and the Commission on Law
Enforcement to ensure that they fund programs that complement one another
rather than overlap.

3.2  Once the Governor’s Drug Policy Board is fully functional, it should conduct the
surveys currently done by three separate agencies to increase efficiency and
eliminate the duplication of efforts.

‘Chapter 4: Teen Pregnancy Prevention Programs I

Both the Governor’s Office of Women’s Services and the Department of Social Services,
Office of Family Support contract for teen pregnancy prevention programs in the New Orleans
area. However, other parts of the state are not currently being served by these two agencies. We
found that Women'’s Services and Social Services do not communicate regarding ongoing
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coordination of services and monitoring of funds. Consequently, this lack of coordination
between Women’s Services and Social Services in establishing contracts and fiscal monitoring
has led to overlap in funding for some programs. Furthermore, in FYE June 30, 1999, the state
spent approximately $3.6 million in state and federal dollars for teen pregnancy prevention
programs, which lacked adequate coordination and monitoring. We found the state could realize
about $40,000 in savings by consolidating the two funding streams.

(See pages 39-44 of the report.)

|
Recommendations

4.1  The Department of Social Services and Office of Women’s Services should require
all contracted programs to list all funding sources on RFPs. Both departments
should coordinate their funding efforts.

4.2  The Office of Women’s Services and Department of Social Services should expand
their programs to include other areas of the state and provide more equitable
service to the residents of Louisiana.

Matter for Legislative Consideration

4.1  The legislature may wish to consider consolidating the funding for teen pregnancy
prevention programs into one department.

‘Chapter 5. Battered Women's Shelters I

At least three state agencies fund battered women'’s shelters. These agencies are:

1. Governor’s Office of Women’s Services
2. Department of Social Services, Office of Community Services
3. Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Criminal

Justice (within Office of the Governor)

These agencies funnel federal grant monies to local programs through contracts and
grants. These three agencies spent approximately $4.7 million for the shelters in FYE June 30,
1999. We found that the funding sources’ administration appears fragmented across the three
agencies. This situation leads to no single entity being held accountable for funding these
programs and increased administrative costs.

(See pages 45-48 of the report.)
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Matter for Legislative Consideration

5.1  The legislature may wish to consider establishing a single agency to fund and
monitor battered women'’s shelters.

‘Chapter 6: Administrative Hearings I

Many state entities (departments and many boards and commissions) conduct
administrative hearings to resolve disputes between themselves and individuals. State law
authorizes the Division of Administrative Law to conduct the bulk of hearings for most state
departments. However, state law exempts many state entities from turning over cases to the
Division. In addition, some state entities continue to adjudicate their own cases because they are
misinterpreting state and/or federal laws. While state law created the Division as a mechanism to
consolidate administrative hearings from various agencies under one body, the intent of the law
may be undermined by the many exemptions it allows. As a result, the state may not be realizing
as great a savings as was intended when the legislature created the Division.

(See pages 49-52 of the report.)

Matters for Legislative Consideration

6.1  To eliminate any conflict with federal law, the legislature may wish to consider
clarifying R.S. 49:992, which exempts some departments from turning over their
administrative hearings to the Division of Administrative Law. This clarification
should require that exempted departments obtain documentary evidence from their
federal oversight agency that an external body could not conduct its administrative
hearings.

6.2  The legislature may wish to consider amending R.S. 49:992 to remove some of the
exemptions it allows. This would result in greater economy of scale and greater
independence by having the administrative hearing process centralized.

‘Chapter 7. Supplemental Pay to Local Public Safety Personnel I

The departments that issue supplemental compensation to local public safety personnel
perform overlapping functions. The Department of the Treasury and the Department of Public
Safety both handle supplemental compensation, but to different groups of local public safety
personnel.

We also found that the state’s oversight of supplemental pay to deputy sheriffs is
restricted because of legislation that authorizes the Department of the Treasury to issue lump-
sum supplemental payments to local sheriffs instead of individual payments being issued directly
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from the state to deputies. All other local public safety personnel receive supplemental payments
directly from the Department of Public Safety, Public Safety Services.

Furthermore, neither the Department of the Treasury nor the Department of Public Safety
requires parishes and municipalities to include the job title/assignment of eligible employees on
supplemental pay documentation. Job title and assignment are among the determining factors in
establishing supplemental pay eligibility.

(See pages 53-58 of the report.)

Recommendation

7.1  The Department of the Treasury and the Department of Public Safety should
implement policies requiring that parishes and municipalities include current job
title/assignment on supplemental pay documentation. This new policy would help
ensure that state dollars are being given to the proper personnel.

Matters for Legislative Consideration

7.1 The legislature may wish to consider transferringsupplemental pay for deputy
sheriffs from the Department of the Treasury to the Department of Public Safety.

7.2  The legislature may wish to consider authorizing individual supplemental payments
to deputy sheriffs.

Chapter 8: Criminal Investigations

The Department of Public Safety’s Office of State Police and the Attorney General's
Office are both legislatively authorized to conduct criminal investigations at the state level. This
situation sometimes leads to duplication of effort. We found that there is no specialization in the
types of investigations each department conducts. There is also no formal coordination or
communication between the two investigative bodies. As a result, the state may be spending
more than is necessary to provide these services.

(See pages 59-64 of the report.)

|
Recommendation

8.1 Both the Attorney General’'s Office and Department of Public Safety, Office of State
Police should work together to develop a formal, structured system of
communication. This system should strive to eliminate duplication of effort and
improve efficiency and effectiveness of criminal investigations.
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Matter for Legislative Consideration

8.1  The legislature may wish to consider assigning exclusive authority to the Office of
State Police and the Attorney General’s Office to investigate certain types of
offenses. For example, offenses can be divided into violent and non-violent
categories and then assigned to each department. However, any legislation should
not preclude the two state departments from pooling resources where necessary.

Chapter 9: Gaming Regulation

In Louisiana, at least four state entities are involved in regulating the gaming industry.
These entities are:

. Louisiana Lottery Corporation

. Louisiana Racing Commission

. Office of Charitable Gaming

. Louisiana Gaming Control Board

The Office of Attorney General and the Department of Public Safety, Office of State
Police provide support services such as legal representation and investigative services to these
regulatory bodies. The overlapping functions create increased administrative and operational
costs. In addition, efficiency is lowered, and legislative oversight must be spread across all of
these bodies rather than concentrating on one.

We also found that the state can incur a maximum of $365,000 annually just for salaries
and per diem expenses for members of the three gaming regulatory boards. This amount
excludes staffing and facilities.

(See pages 65-72 of the report.)

Matter for Legislative Consideration

9.1. The legislature may wish to consider consolidating gaminggulation in the state.
This action would reduce costs and improve overall efficiency and accountability of
oversight of the state’s gaming industry. Consolidation of Louisiana’s gaming
regulation function would also ease the burden of licensing on the various entities
and on those seeking gaming licenses from the state. Any changes to the Louisiana
Lottery Corporation may require a constitutional amendment.
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Chapter 10: Commercial Vehicle Inspections

Four state entities conduct inspections of commercial vehicles--two of these entities are
in the same department. These entities perform overlapping functions related to inspecting
motor carrier vehicles:

. Department of Public Safety, Office of State Police
. Department of Public Safety
. Public Service Commission

Most inspections take place in the same locations and involve review of many of the
same documents. If these inspection functions were consolidated, the costs associated with
staffing, vehicles, and other equipment could be reduced.

In addition, the Towing and Recovery Unit within Office of State Police and the Public
Service Commission inspect tow trucks and regulate the towing and recovery industry. Both
entities register vehicles, collect fees, conduct investigations in response to resident complaints,
and perform facility inspections. The dual inspection and regulatory functions of these two
entities lead to increased administrative and operational costs to the state.

All four entities mentioned above are legislatively authorized to conduct their respective
inspection activities at a combined annual cost of nearly $5.7 million.

(See pages 73-82 of the report.)

Matters for Legislative Consideration

10.1 The legislature may wish to consider consolidating the inspection functions of the
Public Service Commission and the Department of Public Safety’s Motor Carrier
Unit and Weights and Standards Mobile Police Force into one department. The
three entities conduct many of the same functions, which creates unnecessary
administrative and operational costs.

10.2 The legislature may wish to consider consolidating the regulatory and enforcement
functions of the towing and recovery industry into either the Public Service
Commission or the Department of Public Safety.
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Chapter 11. Hazardous Material Handling

The Department of Pubic Safety’s Right-to-Know Unit and the Department of
Environmental Quality’s Office of Environmental Sciences both collect data on hazardous
materials facilities. The data are gathered from many of the same facilities, leading to
overlapping activities. In addition, both departments have developed and implemented computer
systems that collect and store data related to the location of hazardous materials in the state. The
departments did not coordinate these efforts to attempt to minimize duplication or costs to the
state. As a result, opportunities to streamline functions; ensure compatibility between the
databases; and save on costs were lost.

We also found that both the Department of Public Safety, Hazardous Material Handling
Unit and the Department of Environmental Quality, Office of Environmental Compliance inspect
facilities where hazardous materials are manufactured and stored. This situation also leads to
overlapping functions that are more costly to the state than necessary.

(See pages 83-90 of the report.)

|
Recommendation

11.1 The Department of Public Safety’s Right-to-Know Unit and the Department of
Environmental Quality should work together to combine their data collection
functions through computer interfacing. For example, Environmental Quality’s
Office of Environmental Services could collect the inventory data needed by the
Right-to-Know Unit during the permitting process. This action would eliminate the
need for the Right-to-Know Unit to collect and input inventory data from facilities
each year.

Matters for Legislative Consideration

11.1 The legislature may wish to consider whether it wants to continue having two
departments to collect data on hazardous materials. The monies already spent are
lost; however, there will be ongoing system maintenance and operating costs.

11.2 The legislature may wish to consider consolidating the facilities inspection functions
of the Department of Public Safety’s Hazardous Materials Unit and Department of
Environmental Quality’s Office of Environmental Compliance into one department
as both inspect facilitieghat handle hazardous materials.
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‘Chapter 12: Marketing Certain Louisiana Products I

Four state entities perform overlapping marketing functions to promote many of the same
Louisiana-grown products. These entities are:

. Department of Agriculture and Forestry, Office of Marketing

. Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, Louisiana Seafood Promotion and
Marketing Board

. Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, Louisiana Fur and Alligator Advisory
Council
. Department of Economic Development, Office of Commerce and Industry

Approximately $2.9 million was spent in FYE June 30, 1999, among the four state
entities to market various Louisiana-grown products domestically and abroad. State resources
could be put to better use by eliminating or consolidating some of the overlapping functions,
thereby decreasing administrative and operational costs.

(See pages 91-98 of the report.)

Recommendation

12.1 The Louisiana Economic Development Council (authors of Vision 2020, Louisiana’s
economic development plan) may want to consider coordinating the marketing
functions of (1) the Office of Commerce and Industry within Economic
Development, (2) the Office of Marketing within the Department of Agriculture and
Forestry, (3) the Louisiana Seafood Promotion and Marketing Board, and (4) the
Fur and Alligator Advisory Council.

Matters for Legislative Consideration

12.1 The legislature may wish to consider consolidating the various promotion boards
under one department. This change would reduce administrative costs and allow
resources to be used more efficiently. For instance, advertising and promotion
dollars could be combined to allow for more concentrated and effective marketing
efforts.

12.2 The legislature may wish to consider establishing a marketing function within a
state department that handles both domestic and international marketing efforts. It
could then abolish other efforts and require all promotion of Louisiana products to
be conducted through that one entity, which the legislature can hold accountable.
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‘Chapter 13:. Recreational Areas I

At least four state agencies are managing recreational areas in Louisiana. These four
state agencies are:

. Department of Transportation and Development, Sabine River Authority
. Department of Agriculture and Forestry, Office of Forestry

. Department of Culture, Recreation and Tourism, Office of State Parks

. Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, Office of Wildlife

State law gives authority to all of the agencies to provide recreational services to the
public. We found that there is no overall management plan for these recreational sites. In FYE
June 30, 1999, the agencies spent approximately $20.3 million to provide these different
recreational areas for public use.

(See pages 99-104 of the report.)

Matter for Legislative Consideration

13.1 Should the legislature decide to require a statewide strategic plan, the provision of
recreational services in Louisiana should be an area that is targeted for
consolidation.

Chapter 14: State Museums I

Two different state departments, the Department of Culture, Recreation and Tourism and
the Department of State, manage museums for the state. We found both departments have
similar museum functions that are overlapping; however, state law authorizes the creation of
both programs. In FYE June 30, 1999, the state spent $5.9 million on these two museum
functions. If the functions were consolidated, the state could realize some savings in
administrative costs.

(See pages 105-108 of the report.)

Matter for Legislative Consideration

14.1 The legislature may wish to consider consolidating the management and supervision
of the state’s museums. If the museums were placed under the Department of
Culture, Recreation and Tourism, the accreditation mandate will have to be revised
also.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Audit
Initiation
and
Objectives

|
Report

Conclusions

The Office of the Legislative Auditor conducted this
performance audit of the executive branch of state government in
response to certain requirements of Act 1100 of 1995. This act
amended the state audit law by adding Louisiana Revised Statute
(R.S.) 24:522, which formally created the Louisiana Performance
Audit Program. It directed the Office of the Legislative Auditor to
examine several matters relating to programs and activities of state
agencies. The Legislative Audit Advisory Council originally
approved this audit on March 12, 1998. However, because of other
legislative demands, the audit was not completed at that time, and
the council re-approved it on August 26, 1999.

This report addresses the following two objectives:

¢ Identify overlap, fragmentation, and duplication among
programs, functions, and activities across departments
within the executive branch of state government.

¢+ Determine the associated costs if overlap, fragmentation
or duplication exists.

Overall, we identified 13 areas for review regarding
overlap, duplication or fragmentation of services. The areas
were reviewed across multiple state departments and agencies.
We found that in each area there was potential for better
coordination of services or potential cost savings for taxpayers.

Specifically, there were ten areas identified with overlap
of services, funding or functions. These included such areas as
workforce preparation programs, gaming regulation, teen
pregnancy prevention programs, and commercial vehicle
inspections. There were two areas identified with
fragmentation in administration or regulation functions such
as funding for battered women'’s shelters and handling
administrative hearings. In the area of youth drug abuse
prevention programs, we identified overlapping services as
well as fragmentation of funding sources. We also found there
was a duplication of effort in the area of criminal
investigations.
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Finally, the overlapping areas were found to be in need
of better coordination or a possible consolidation of a
particular function within a single state department.
Fragmented administration between departments leads to
inefficiency and higher administrative costs. This condition
can often be resolved by having a single agency to be held
accountable for resources. Duplicative efforts can be
eliminated therefore realizing cost savings for the state.
However, many of these changes will require changes in
legislation and that some staff, equipment, and other items be
eliminated.

The Louisiana Constitution, which became effective on
Background

December 31,1974, mandated the legislature to organize the
executive branch into no more than 20 departments, with the
exception of the Governor’s Office. Also according to the state
constitution, “the executive branch shall consist of the governor,
secretary of state, attorney general, treasurer, commissioner of
insurance, superintendent of education, commissioner of elections,
and all other executive offices, agencies, and instrumentalities of
the state.” Exhibit 1-1 on the following page shows the
organization of the Executive Branch of state government in
Louisiana.

According to R.S. 36:2(C), the stated purpose of organizing
the executive branch into 20 departments was “to create a structure
for the executive branch of state government which is responsive to
the needs of the people of this state . . . to promote economy and
efficiency in the operation and management of state
government . . . and to eliminate to the fullest practicable extent
duplication of effort within the executive branch of state
government . ..”
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Exhibit 1-1
Organization of the Executive Branch of State Government in Louisiana
Office of the Governor
Office of the Lieutenant
Governor
Department Department Department Department Department Department Department Department
of of of Elections of of of of of the
Agriculture Education and Insurance Justice Public State Treasury
and Forestry Registration Service
Department
Department of Culture Department Department of Department Department
of State Civil Recreatioh of Economic Environmental of Health of Labor
Service and Tourism Development Quality anq
Hospitals
Department Department Department Department Department of Department
of Natural of Public of Revenue of Social Transportation of Wildlife
Resources Safety and Services and and Fisheries
Corrections Development

Public Safety
Services

Corrections
Services

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information providestate and Local Government in Louisiana: An Overview
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R.S. 24:522, in part, directs the legislative auditor to
evaluate the programs, policies, services, and activities
administered by the agencies of state government and identify
overlapping functions. We addressed this and other requirements
of R.S. 24:522 in three phases:

. The first phase culminated with the release of a
report following up on the status of all
recommendations in performance audits and staff
studies issued between July 1992 and July 1995.

. The second phase resulted in the release of 22
reports for the 20 executive branch agencies. A
report was issued for each executive branch
department. In each report, we examined the
performance data for that department as reported in
the 1997-98 executive budget. In addition, we
identified any program, function, or activity within a
department that appeared to be overlapping,
duplicative or outmoded.

. The third phase, this report, is intended to serve as a
culmination of the work from the second phase. In
continuing this work, the scope of this report
focused primarily on the executive branch of state
government as a whole by identifying similar
programs, functions, and activities across
departments that overlap or duplicate one another.

This third and final phase seeks to identify areas in state
government where efficiencies and cost savings can be realized and
to help improve program accountability.

The legislature has initiated many efforts to improve
accountability in state government, including adding objectives and
performance indicators to the appropriations act. In 1987, the
legislature required the state to adopt a program budgeting system
beginning with fiscal year 1988-8Managewarea publication by
the Office of Planning and Budget, defines a program as:

a grouping of activities that results in the
accomplishment of a clearly defined objective or set
of clearly defined objectives; it is a combination of
inputs (resources) producing outputs (services)
designed to achieve desired outcomes (objectives).
Programs carry out policies.
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. ]
Louisiana Lacks

Overall Statewide
Strategic
Planning Efforts

|
Scope and

Methodology

As we examined the structure and function of the 20
departments, we found and are reporting on many instances where
a policy or legal mandate was carried by two or more state
departments or programs.

Louisiana currently does not have an overall statewide
strategic plan that provides comprehensive coverage to all service
areas (e.g., education, economic development, and quality of life).
Currently, the state has two statewide strategic p¥asmn 2020
and theLouisiana Workforce Developméakan. Vision 2020
addresses economic development, wheWéaikforce
Developmenaddresses the coordination of workforce development
efforts.

Developing a statewide strategic plan to cover all
government service areas could help legislators and department
officials improve government efficiency. The process of
developing a statewide strategic plan would identify any functions
that are currently being performed by two or more departments at
the same time. It could also show areas where functions could be
consolidated or eliminated.

In our research, we examined what other states are doing in
the area of statewide strategic planning. A report from the 1999
edition of Governingmagazine evaluated the 50 U.S. states in five
areas of management. The report also identified 15 states that are
involved in statewide strategic planning. We contacted
representatives from each of the 15 states and determined that 10
states were actually conducting statewide strategic planning. Three
of the 10 states (Florida, Georgia, and Oregon) are required by
state law to conduct statewide strategic planning. In addition,
according to interviews with representatives from nine of the 10
states, this type of planning can result in improved government
efficiency. Specifically, according to a Georgia official, statewide
strategic planning holds the state and its departments more
accountable.

This audit was conducted under the provisions of Title 24
of the Louisiana Revised Statutes of 1950, as amended. All
performance audits are conducted in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards as promulgated by the
Comptroller General of the United States. We completed the
fieldwork for this audit in January 2000.
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Definitions of Overlapping, Duplicative or Fragmented
Areas. This audit included a review and identification of
programs, functions or activities across executive branch
departments that are overlapping, duplicative or fragmented.
Where possible, the associated costs of those overlapping,
duplicative or fragmented services were identified. We defined
these terms as follows:

Overlapping: instances where two or more
agencies/departments appear to perfpantially

the samectivities leading to thaccomplishment of
the same goal Exhibit 1-2 below illustrates
overlap. The circles represent different state
department programs. The cross section of the
circles represent similar activities carried out by
different departments. The square represents the
goal toward which both departments are working.

Exhibit 1-2
Illustration of Overlap

Department A

Similar

Funltions

Department B

Goal

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information taken from Act 1100 reports
and Virginia’s Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission.
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. Duplicative: instances where two or more
agencies/departments appear to conigeitical
activitiesleading to theaccomplishment of the same
goal. Exhibit 1-3 below illustrates duplication. The
small circle represents the functions of
Department A, and the large circle represents
functions of Department B (exact same activities).
The square represents the goal. This schematic
shows there is little difference between the two
functions.

Exhibit 1-3

lllustration of Duplication

Department A

Department B

-4— Goal

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information taken from Act 1100 reports
and Virginia's Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission.
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Fragmented: instances where two or more
agencies/departments appear to condiftdrent
activitiesleading to theaccomplishment of the same
goal. Exhibit 1-4 below illustrates fragmentation.
The dots within the circles represent different
programs within the two departments. The square
represents the goal.

Exhibit 1-4

lllustration of Fragmentation

Department

Department B

Goal

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using information taken from Act 1100 reports
and Virginia’s Joint Legislative Audit and Review Commission.

To familiarize ourselves with the structure of the executive
branch of state government, we obtained and reviewed the
following information:

¢

State and Local Government in Louisiana: An
Overview December 1995

Managewarepublished by the Office of Planning
and Budget (1996 edition)

Executive budget information, including the 1999-
2000 Executive Budget, strategic plans and any
related information

Fiscal Year 1999-2000 Appropriations Act
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. Applicable state and federal laws, rules and
regulations

. Prior Act 1100 reports issued by the Office of the
Legislative Auditor, Performance Audit Division.

In addition, the audit also examined the extent of the state’s
strategic planning efforts. We researched statewide strategic
planning information on the Internet and contacted other states that
we found were conducting this type of strategic planning to obtain
a copy of their plans. We interviewed Office of Planning and
Budget officials to obtain information on various issues related to
statewide strategic planning in Louisiana. We reviewed the
Louisiana Revised Statutes to determine whether Louisiana is
mandated to conduct statewide strategic planning, and we
interviewed the entities in the state that were performing this type
of planning.

Finally, to address the audit objectives, we reviewed and
analyzed each department’s 1999-2000 executive budget
performance data and statutory information. To identify
overlapping, fragmented or duplicative government functions, we
compared all of the missions and goals among all of the executive
branch departments. We established seven categories of
government services into which all of the mission and goals fell.
Within these categories, we then grouped together those missions
and goals that were similar or related. For those missions and
goals that were similar, we did further research to determine
whether overlap, duplication or fragmentation existed.

We interviewed and obtained information from department
officials about the overlapping, fragmented or duplicative
programs that we identified. When necessary we observed agency
activities where we suspected overlapping, fragmented, or
duplicative functions existed, and researched the Internet for
additional program information. Where possible we estimated the
cost of overlapping or duplicative functions using FYE June 30,
1999, expenditure data. These data were unaudited figures.

Our work was limited to the 20 executive branch
departments and the Office of the Governor. Related boards,
commissions, and like entities were included in our analysis if they
came to our attention.
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Prior Audits That
Addressed
Similar Issues

This performance audit report does not address certain
areas that we have audited and reported on in the past. Below are
brief synopses of performance audits that we have previously
issued that identified overlap, duplication, and/or fragmentation
among state entities.

Consolidation of the Administration of Louisiana's State
Retirement Systems Performance audit report issued
January 3, 1994

In that audit report, we found that the four state retirement
systems have the same mission and provide basically the same
types of services to their members. They do not coordinate their
daily administrative functions with each other. In addition, three of
the four retirement systems have similar organizational structures
and even share the same building. We concluded that
consolidating the administrative functions of the four state
retirement systems would reduce management, staff, and operating
expenses. At that time, we estimated savings of $1.5 million to
$1.8 million in salaries and related benefits alone from
consolidating the administration of these four retirement systems.
We also concluded that consolidating the investment management
of the four state retirement systems could reduce investment-
related expenses.

Department of State Civil Service $unset Review issued
November 1996.

In 1996, we found that Louisiana has three separate state
civil service systems within the Department of State Civil Service:

(1) State Civil Servicefor classified state employees;

(2) State Police Commissiorior classified state police
service; and

(3) State Examiner, Municipal Fire and Police Civil
Servicefor local firefighters and police officers of
all municipalities having a population greater than
7,000 and regularly paid fire and municipal police
departments. This system also covers all parishes
and fire protection districts operating a regularly
paid fire department.
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Here, we found that the state constitution gives the State
Civil Service Commission and the State Police Commission
identical powers to adopt rules and take actions necessary to
regulate certain classes of public employees. Both systems
perform basically the same functions, only for different
populations. Therefore, we concluded that these functions were
duplicative.

In addition, that report pointed out that personnel
management in Louisiana is spread out throughout state
government. In other words, there is no overall department for
human resources management; thus, the personnel management
function is fragmented. We found that, at that time, the
Department of the Treasury handled employee benefits. Since
then, the State Employees Group Benefits Program has been
moved to the Division of Administration. We also found that the
Division of Administration handles employee training, workers'
compensation and safety training and that the Department of
Health and Hospitals handles employee assistance programs.

Department of State and Department of Elections and
Registration (Sunset Reviews issued July 1996.

In those reports, we found that some functions between
these two departments were duplicative and other functions were
fragmented. First, both departments bill and obtain reimbursement
from local governmental entities for election expenses that are
allocated to these local bodies by both departments. The
Department of Elections and Registration pays all election
expenses related to voting machines and polling places. It then
obtains reimbursement from the local entities. The Department of
State does the same thing, except that it bills and obtains
reimbursement for the costs of ballots and other election materials.
We concluded that having two departments recover the elections
costs from local governments is inefficient because duplicate
billing and associated costs occur for every election with local
issues on the ballot.

Second, both departments play a vital role in administering
the state's election function. However, the functions are
fragmented because the Department of Elections and Registration
handles voter registration and maintains the state's nearly 8,000
voting machines. In 1996, the Select Council on Revenues and
Expenditures in Louisiana's Future (SECURE) estimated potential
savings for consolidating these two functions to be between
$300,000 and $500,000. These savings would come from
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eliminating 10 to 15 positions. However, according to the state's
constitution, consolidating these two departments would require a
two-thirds vote of both houses of the legislature.

T — During this audit, some issues came to our attention that
Areas for were either too detailed to address at this time or were outside our
Further Study audit scope. We identified the following areas that require further
study:
1. Coastal Conservation

. Coastal conservation/restoration projects are
selected from a priority list developed from
coastal users. The procedure and criteria for
project selection should be evaluated further.

. Because coastal projects do not have
isolated impacts, it is important that all
agencies involved in coastal restoration and
conservation are informed about the status
of projects. We found there was no single
database containing coastal restoration
project information that is accessible to the
pertinent agencies. Consequently, in the
future, the legislature may wish to direct a
study of the quality of and reporting of
monitoring data on coastal conservation and
restoration projects.

2. Youth Drug Abuse Prevention

. We could not review local level
expenditures of youth drug abuse prevention
funds. We have concerns about duplication
of services at the local level that will require
more detailed audit work. Furthermore, the
Single Audit Report for the year ended
June 30, 1998, cited the state Department of
Education for inadequate controls over the
Safe and Drug-Free Schools and
Communities Program.



Chapter 1: Introduction

Page 13

3.

4.

Adult Literacy

We did not review the entities that provide
adult literacy services. The state
Department of Education receives funds for
adult literacy services; however, it does not
directly provide this service. The money it
receives is given to service providers who
have contracts with the department. In the
future the legislature may wish to determine
the effectiveness of these programs and how
the department ensures that contractors are
effective.

Grant Programs

We could not verify whether all of the
monies that the state awards are properly
monitored and if these funds are spent for
the intended purpose. We noted several
state departmetns in this report that award
monies for such purposes as teen pregnancy
prevention programs, battered women’s
shelters, and workforce training. The
legislature may wish to direct a study of all
programs where state departments contract
out their statutory duties.

General

Overall, the legislature should consider the
inefficiency of splitting functions across two
or more departments. Specifically, the
splitting of functions leads to a lack of
accountablity of a single state entity as well
as spending more for administration of these
areas than is necessary.
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— The remainder of this report is organized as follows:
Report _ _
Organization . Chapter 2 describes workforce preparation

programs in the state. This chapter reviews various
state departments that administer job training
programs, including vocational rehabilitation for the
disabled.

. Chapter 3 describes youth drug abuse prevention
services in the state. This chapter reviews four state
agencies that fund drug abuse prevention programs
for youth.

. Chapter 4 describes teen pregnancy prevention
programs in the state. This chapter reviews two
state agencies that administer the funding for local
teen pregnancy prevention programs.

. Chapter 5 reviews three agencies that separately
administer federal grants that fund shelters for
battered women.

. Chapter 6 discussesdministrative hearings
conducted in the state by the Division of
Administrative Law and other agencies. This
chapter details our findings related to the audit
objectives regarding administrative hearings.

. Chapter 7 discusses the issue of supplemental
compensation to law enforcement personnel. This
chapter reviews the two state entities that administer
supplemental compensation.

. Chapter 8 discusses criminal investigations and the
two state entities that conduct them.

. Chapter 9 highlights issues related to sharing of
gaming regulation by multiple state entities.

. Chapter 10addresses inspections of commercial
vehicles conducted by multiple entities.

. Chapter 11 reviews the functions performed by two
entities involved with handling of hazardous
materials.
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. Chapter 12discusses the overlapping of four state
entities that market Louisiana agriculture and
aquaculture products.

. Chapter 13reviews four state entities that have
recreational areas and discusses our findings related
to the audit objective.

. Chapter 14 describes two museum programs in the
state and our finding related to the audit objectives
regarding museum programs.

. Appendix A includes the trendsf overall findings
and recommendations from Act 1100 reports.

. Appendix B includes the executive branch
departments and their missions.

. Appendix C is a table of issue areas and executive
branch departments involved.

. Appendix D includes the responses of various
agencies.
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Chapter 2. Coordination of Workforce
Preparation Programs

I Workforce development efforts in Louisiana overlap.
Chapter For example, job training for the disabled is handled by
Conclusions multiple agencies, leading to increased costs and administrative

inefficiency. Each agency administers its programs separately.
In addition, the program activities are the same across many of
the agencies, leading to overlap of services in job training
programs in the state.

We identified three specific areas within workforce
preparation where overlap is occurring. First, the Department
of Social Services and the Department of Labor both prepare
welfare recipients for the workforce, although at different
times. Second, the Department of Social Services and the
Department of Health and Hospitals both provide evaluation,
job training, and supported employment to disabled residents.
Third, the Department of Labor and the Department of
Economic Development pays for customized training programs
for businesses.

The Department of Social Services (Social Services) and

——. the Department of Labor (Labor) both provide job training and
Two support services to welfare recipients, (specifically FITAP
Departments recipients, Families in Need of Temporary Assistance Program),
Offer Job through the Find Work and Welfare-to-Work programs.
Training Expenditures for Fiscal Year Ended (FYE) June 30, 1999, were
Programs to over $54 million in state and federal funds for the two programs
Welfare comblr_med. As a resu_lt (_Jf federal legislation, both departments have
- authority to provide similar assistance to welfare recipients.
Recipients Consequently, service delivery to clients is affected and there is

increased administrative inefficiency and increased cost to
taxpayers.

Department of Social Services.The Office of Family
Support within Social Services administers Find Work, a program
authorized by the Federal Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996. All welfare recipients
must participate in Find Work unless they have a qualifying
exemption. The program’s goals are employment and self-
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sufficiency. Welfare recipients are eligible for services through
Find Work for a two-year period. Training and support services
are offered through public and private providers.

Department of Labor. The Office of Workforce
Development within Labor administers the Welfare-to-Work
program. Welfare-to-Work is the result of a 1997 amendment to
the Federal Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act of 1996. The amendment granted the
Department of Labor authority to administer services similar to
Social Services’ Find Work program (i.e., job training, placement,
and support services).

Welfare recipients are eligible to participate in Welfare-to-
Work if they have received cash assistance for at least 30 months,
or if they are within 12 months of becoming ineligible for cash
assistance. In addition, these individuals must meet certain barriers
to employment, which can include lack of secondary education or
require substance abuse treatment. When a welfare recipient
becomes eligible for Welfare-to-Work, he/she is referred to the
program by a Social Services caseworker. A welfare recipient is
eligible for assistance through the program for a two-year period.
The two years of service with Welfare-to-Work is in addition to the
service received through Social Services’ Find Work. Training and
support services are offered through public and private providers.

Exhibit 2-1 highlights the services and expenditures for
both programs.
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]
Exhibit 2-1
Social Services’ Find Work and Labor’s Welfare-to-Work:
Program Services and Expenditures
FYE June 30, 1999

Length
Services of Clients Service Estimated Source of
Offered Service Served Delivery | Expenditures Funding
Find Work Job training; | 2 years All welfare | Local $45,042,949 Federal
(Department of placement; recipients service
Social Services) support providers
services
Welfare-to-Work Job training; | 2 years Welfare Local $9,027,885| Federal
(Department of placement; recipients service (2:1 state
Labor) support nearing end | providers match)
services of cash
assistance
Total Expenditures $54,070,834
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff with information obtained from Department of Social Sefvices
and Department of Labor officials.

Both Departments Offer Similar Services to Welfare
Recipients

Based on information obtained from department officials,
we determined that the program services provided by Social
Services and Labor for welfare recipients are overlapping.
Although services are provided at different time periods by the two
departments, both provide job training, placement, and support
services (e.g., child care, transportation, tools, uniforms) to welfare
recipients.

In addition, we found that both programs offer adult
literacy services. Social Services and Labor both contract with
many of the same providers for adult literacy services for welfare
recipients. However, Labor can only provide literacy services after
an individual has obtained employment.

The overlap that exists with job training assistance
programs to welfare recipients is the result of federal law, which
allows both Social Services and Labor to offer similar services.
According to information obtained from the U.S. Department of
Labor's Web site, both departments are involved in helping welfare
recipients because the federal government wanted to “forge a
stronger partnership between the two service delivery systems



Page 20 Analysis of Overlap, Duplication and Fragmentation Across Executive Branch Departments

|
Three Agencies

Provide
Employment
Services for the
Disabled

(social service agencies and workforce development agencies) to
better meet the needs of the hardest-to-employ population.”

Because the administration of job training services to welfare
recipients is split between two separate departments, the following
problems are occurring:

. Operational inefficiency: One caseworker from
each department must become familiar with the
same client.

. Disruption of services: The client must access the
same services from two entities during different
time periods.

. Increased administrative cost: Staff persons within
two entities perform administrative duties
associated with the operation of the two programs
(e.g., processing client applications; issuing
payments to service providers; approving service
providers).

We found three state agencies that provide employment
services to the disabled. For the purpose of this audit, employment
services include assessment/evaluation, job/skills training, and
supported employment. In FYE June 30, 1999, these agencies
spent at least $86.5 million on employment services for disabled
residents. In addition, there is no single point of entry for
employment training services which leads to poor coordination and
possibly confusion to consumers. As a result, there are
overlapping services across the three agencies. We also noted
some gaps in services, in some instances, among the agencies.

In Louisiana, the following three agencies provide employment
services for the disabled:

1. Louisiana Rehabilitation Services within
Department of Social Services (DSS)

2. Office of Mental Health within Department of
Health and Hospitals (DHH)

3. Office for Citizens with Developmental Disabilities
within Department of Health and Hospitals (DHH)
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Louisiana Rehabilitation Services (Rehabilitation
Services). Rehabilitation Services provides employment
preparation services for all types of disabilities through the
Vocational Rehabilitation Program. The basic qualification for
services is that a person must have a physical or mental disability
that is diagnosed by a licensed physician.

Office of Mental Health (Mental Health). Mental Health
provides employment preparation services for the mentally ill
through the Employment Services program. The office serves only
mentally ill residents. Approximately 70% of all clients in the
Mental Health system are considered disabled, according to
officials at Mental Health. The Employment Services program
provides “drop-in centers” and clubhouses, which are intended to
teach social skills to the severely mentally ill.

Office for Citizens with Developmental Disabilities
(Developmental Disabilities). Developmental Disabilities
provides employment preparation programs through the
Vocational/Habilitative Services Program. The office is the
primary provider of services for residents with developmental
disabilities. “Developmental disability” is defined as a severe
chronic disability that is attributable to mental retardation, cerebral
palsy, epilepsy, or autism, or any other condition other than mental
illness found to be closely related to mental retardation.

In FYE June 30,1999, the state spent at least $86.5 million
between the three agencies on vocational training services for the
disabled.Louisiana Rehabilitation Services’ Vocational
Rehabilitation program expenditures for FYE June 30, 1999 were
$71 million. In addition, DHH-Developmental Disabilities spent
$14.8 million on the Vocational and Habilitative Services program.
Finally, DHH-Office of Mental Health spent approximately
$916,000 on the Employment Services program (including Capital
Area and Jefferson Parish Human Services districts).

Exhibit 2-2 highlights the expenditures and source of funding for
each program in FYE June 30, 1999.
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________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Exhibit 2-2
Expenditures for Employment Services for the Disabled
FYE June 30, 1999

Programs Expenditures Source of Funding
Vocational Rehabilitation
(Department of Social Services/Louisiana Approximately 78.7 % federal
Rehabilitation Services) $70,848,055 dollars and 21.3% state match

Vocational/Habilitative Services
(Department of Health and Hospitals/Office
for Citizens with Developmental

Disabilities) $14,789,740 State Funds
Employment Services

(Department of Health and Hospitals/Office State and Federal Adult
of Mental Health) $916,320| Employment Block Grant
Total Expenditures $86,554,115

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using unaudited information provided by department’s fiscal
divisions.

Programs Providing Similar Services Lead to
Overlap

We found that employment services for the disabled are
overlapping because of agencies providing some of the same
services in the different programs. Overlap occurs when two or
more agencies provide partially the same activities leading to the
accomplishment of the same goal.

We identified several services that were similar across all
three agencies programs, including:

. Assessment/Evaluation
. Job/Skills Training
. Supported Employment

We found that the same person could receive the same service at
DSS-Rehabilitation Services and either DHH-Mental Health or
DHH-Developmental Disabilities. However, the agencies have
different eligibility requirements and provide services at different
times in a client’s life. For example, DSS-Louisiana Rehabilitation
Services has a written agreement with both DHH-Mental Health
and DHH-Developmental Disabilities. The agreement is intended
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to ensure coordination of services and allows the agencies to
complement one another; however, officials agreed that there is a
need for better coordination. For example, we noted that officials
from DHH-Developmental Disabilities reported there was poor
coordination with Louisiana Rehabilitation Services regarding
referrals back and forth.

Different Eligibility Requirements Leads to
Fragmentation of Services

We found that each agency has different eligibility
requirements for some of the same services leading to gaps or
fragmentation of services. Fragmentation is defined as instances
where two or more agencies provide different activities leading to
the accomplishment of the same goal. In this case, the activity is
qualifying a disabled person for vocational services. The following
is a description of the different agency eligibility requirements:

Louisiana Rehabilitation Services. For DSS-
Rehabilitation Services, an individualaBgible for vocational
rehabilitation services if the individual:

. Has a physicabr mental impairment which for such
individual constitutes or results in a substantial
impediment to employment

. Requires vocational rehabilitation services to
prepare for, secure, retain, or regain employment

. Can benefit in terms of an employment outcome
from vocational rehabilitation services

Office of Mental Health. To qualify for DHH-Mental
Health services the person is required to meet the following
criteria:

Be at least 18 years old

. Quialify as disabled by having a diagnosis of serious
mental illness for a specified duration of the illness
as well as a minimum number of hospitalizations

Office for Citizens with Developmental Disabilities. To
qualify for DHH-Developmental Disabilities’ services, the
disability must manifest before the person reaches age 22, is likely
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to continue indefinitely, and results in substantial functional
limitations inthree or more of the following areas of major life

activity:
. Self-care
. Understanding and use of language
. Learning ability
. Mobility
. Self-direction
. Capacity for independent living

Because of the varying eligibility criteria (i.e., age
requirements), there are gaps in services for some clients. For
example, if a 16 year old disabled person (i.e., below average 1.Q.)
drops out of high school he/she may be eligible for Louisiana
Rehabilitation Services/Vocational Rehabilitation program. If
he/she is approved, he/she can receive job training and possibly
supported employment services. Supported employment provides
accommodations for a disabled person to be placed in a regular job.
The accommodations may include supervision, training and/or
transportation for the employee; however, this service is limited to
18 months. After that, the client may need to attend DHH-
Vocational/Habilitative program (Developmental Disabilities) for
ongoing follow-along services, but he/she is not eligible for the
program until age 22.

No Overall Coordination Exists

R.S. 46:2582 states a duty of the Governor’s Office of
Disability Affairs is “to coordinate the services of all state agencies
serving the disabled . . .”, however, there was no attempt at
statewide coordination of services before the hiring of an executive
director in 1998. The primary role of the office is to advise the
Governor’s Cabinet on disability affairs.
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|
Two

Departments
Offer
Customized Job
Training
Services to
Businesses

According to the executive director of the Office of
Disability Affairs, fragmentation of services is definitely a major
problem. The executive director confirmed that there is no
coordination among agencies in the application process for a
person with disabilities. The executive director suggested that a
single point of entry would help minimize gaps in services and
could lead to better coordination. We found that the office is
currently working on a strategic plan to identify issues and to
coordinate agencies involved with disability services. The office is
also charged by state law to study conditions affecting the disabled
and to make recommendations to the governor and the legislature.
The office should follow up on the issues noted in this report.

Currently, the Louisiana Workforce Commission has a
federal charge to develop a single point of entry for job training
services in the state. As a result, the Commission is currently
developing “One-Stop Shops” throughout the state to address the
problem of fragmentation and overlap in services. The purpose of
the shops is to coordinate all job training services for the residents
of Louisiana. The shops should be fully implemented by July
2000.

The Department of Labor’s Incumbent Worker Program
and the Department of Economic Development’s Workforce
Development Program both award funds to businesses to develop
customized training programs for employees. A total of $12.5
million was received during FYE June 30, 1999, by the two
programs. The two departments award funds for the same purpose
because state legislation gives both departments authority to do so.

Department of Labor (Labor). R.S. 23:1514 authorizes
Labor to establish its Incumbent Worker Training Program. The
program began during FYE June 30, 1999, and is designed to assist
businesses in developing skills of existing employees, increase
employee productivity, and promote company growth. Only
businesses that have operated in the state for three years or more
and contributed to the state’s Unemployment Insurance System can
participate. To receive funding, a business must select a training
provider; develop a customized training plan; and complete an
application form. The award covers a two-year period. State law
requires Labor to pay out funds to the entity actually providing the
customized training. Labor ensures that recipients comply with its
regulations through the use of in-house monitors. According to a
Labor official, salary and benefits for the monitors (1.2 full-time
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equivalent positions) who handle the Incumbent Worker Training
Program are approximately $60,000 annually.

Department of Economic Development (Economic
Development). R.S. 51:2335 established the Workforce
Development and Training Program and charged Economic
Development with providing customized workforce training
programs to existing and prospective Louisiana businesths.
interested businesses must apply for two-year training grants by
submitting a completed application form along with a training plan
to Economic Development. Businesses are also required to
dedicate 5% (not to exceed $10,000) of contract awards for
monitoring by an outside entity. Based on documents provided by
Economic Development, a potential of nearly $200,000 in
monitoring costs can be incurred by Economic Development over
the two-year grant period for contracts awarded during FYE
June 30, 1999.

Exhibit 2-3 below highlights information from each
program.

. ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Exhibit 2-3
Department of Labor’s Incumbent Worker Program and
Department of Economic Development’s Workforce Development and Training Program
FYE June 30, 1999

Number Approximate
Services Clients Available of Administrative Source of
Offered Served for Grants Awards Costs Funding
Department of Labor/ Two-year job training | Businesses in $6,000,000 28 $150,000 | Workforce
Incumbent Worker grants to businesses | state more than 3 Development
Program years Training Fund
Department of Economic | Two-year job training | Businesses new | $6,500,000 22| $59,609 State’s Vendpr
Development/Workforce | grants to businesses | to state; existing Compensation
Development and Louisiana Fund
Training Program businesses that
have been in the
state less than 3
years.

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff with information obtained from Labor and Economic Development.
"Labor's Incumbent Worker Training Program began late during FYE June 30, 1999.
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Since mid 1998, Labor and Economic Development have
made efforts to improve coordination of their programs. For
example, the two departments now differentiate between the types
of companies each will serve. Labor targets businesses that have
been in the state for more than three years, while Economic
Development targets businesses that are new to the state. In
addition, representatives from both departments form a team,
which meets with prospective businesses to discuss the job training
services the state has to offer.

Despite efforts made by Labor and Economic
Development, duplication continues to exist in regard to job
training assistance to businesses. Duplication is defined as two or
more entities conducting identical services for accomplishment of
the same goal. Both departments are providing job training
services to companies because state legislation gives both authority
to do so. Because two departments are providing nearly identical
services, the state is incurring more costs than necessary. For
example:

. Monitoring Costs: According to documents
obtained from Economic Development, over the
two-year grant period, a potential of nearly
$200,000 can be paid to outside monitoring entities
for the 22 Workforce Training and Development
grants issued during FYE June 30, 1999.
Conversely, Labor uses its own in-house monitors
for the Incumbent Worker Training Program at an
annual cost of approximately $60,000. If these
programs were consolidated, some of the
monitoring costs could be eliminated.

. Administrative Costs: The combined administrative
costs for the two programs during FYE June 30,
1999, totaled $209,609.

. Awards Issued for Same Companies: Using
documentation obtained from the departments, we
found that Bollinger Shipyards Lockport, LLC and
Frank’s Casing Crew received awards to provide
incumbent worker training from both Labor and
Economic Development during FYE June 30, 1999.
The state incurred duplicative administrative costs
because two departments used manpower and other
resources to review, approve, and monitor the same
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award recipients. In addition, each company has to
deal with two sets of monitors, complete two
applications, and be accountable to two state
departments for the same purpose (see Exhibit 2-4).

Exhibit 2-4

Companies Receiving Job Training Awards

From Economic Development and Labor
FYE June 30, 1999

Labor
Incumbent
Economic Development Worker
Workforce Training and Training
Grant Recipients Development Program Program
Monitor Award Award Company
Company Name Location Award Fee Total Total Total

Bollinger Shipyards Lockport, | Lockport; Lafourche $240,00 $10,000  $250,0p0 $179,140 $429,140
LLC
Bollinger Marine Fabricators, | Amelia 0 0 0 197,614 197,614
LLC
Frank’s Casing Crew Lafayette 125,000 6,250 131,350 216|666 347,916
Total $365,000 $16,250  $381,25p $593,420 $974,670
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff from unaudited documents obtained from Economic
Development and Labor.

We also found that Labor’s Incumbent Worker Training
Program issued awards for both Bollinger Shipyards Lockport,
LLC and Bollinger Marine Fabricators, LLC during FYE June 30,
1999. The contract award for Bollinger Shipyards Lockport was
$179,140, and the award for Bollinger Marine Fabricators was
$197,614. According to information obtained from the Secretary
of State’s corporation database, Bollinger Shipyards Lockport
owns Bollinger Marine Fabricators. Consequently, the state
awarded Bollinger companies an overall total of $626,754 through
both Labor’s Incumbent Worker Training and Economic
Development’'s Workforce Training and Development programs
during FYE June 30, 1999 (see Exhibit 2-4).

It should be noted that award funds are paid directly to the
training provider by Labor. According to Labor’s contract with
Frank’s Casing Crew, the department will pay the Louisiana
Technical College, Lafayette campus to train 280 employees from
Frank's Casing Crew in various industry-specific subjects. This
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contract runs from August 25, 1999, to June 11, 2001. Labor
contracts also show that the department will pay Young Memorial
Technical College in Morgan City to train 200 Bollinger Marine
Fabricators employees in blueprint reading and various welding
procedures. This contract runs from October 4, 1999, to October 3,
2001. Labor contracts further show that the department will pay
Louisiana Technical College, Lafourche campus to train 200
employees from Bollinger Shipyards in welding-related subjects.
This contract runs from August 23, 1999, to August 23, 2001.

Recommendations

2.1  Agencies serving the disabled population should review
the written agreement regarding supported employment
for consumers. There is a need for better coordination
between the agencies to improve customer service and
efficiency in spending.

2.2  The Governor's Office of Disability Affairs should
review state and federal regulations on eligibility
requirements for service to the disabled, especially
regarding age. More uniform requirements could help
minimize gaps in services for the disabled.

Matters for Legislative Consideration

2.1 The legislature may wish to consider establishing a
single point of entry for disability services as a whole to
facilitate providing appropriate services to the disabled
population. The LouisianaWorkforce Commission and
the Governor’s Office for Disability Affairs may be a
starting point for such a service in terms of application,
referrals and providing information to the public.

2.2  The legislature may wish to consider consolidating the
functions of Social Services’ Find Work and Labor’s
Welfare-to-Work. Consolidation could improve
efficiency and lower administrative costs in addition to
providing continuous, uninterrupted service as welfare
recipients move to the workplace. Although both
programs are federally authorized, the legislature may
have some discretion to establish one administering
agency.
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2.3

The legislature may wish to consider consolidating
Department of Labor’s Incumbent Worker Training
Program and Department of Economic Development’'s
Workforce Training and Development Program. This
action would lower administrative and monitoring

costs, improve efficiency, and ensure that businesses can
only receive job training grants from one source.
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Multiple Agencies

Fund Youth Drug
Abuse Prevention
Programs

Youth drug abuse prevention programs in Louisiana
are supported by both state general funds and federal funds,
which totaled approximately $19.5 million in Fiscal Year
Ended (FYE) June 30, 1999. At least four state agencies fund
these programs. We identified one agency that funds
programs with state dollars and three that funnel federal funds
to local programs.

We found there is no overall coordination or oversight
of expenditures for youth drug abuse prevention programs. As
a result, state agency funding sources are fragmented. In
addition, overlapping services are provided by local programs.

Four State Agencies Fund Youth Drug Abuse
Prevention Programs From Different Sources

At least four state agencies provide funding to youth drug
abuse prevention programs in Louisiana. Because each agency
takes some of the funds as administrative costs, not all of the $19.5
million was spent for these programs. There was also no single
state entity to coordinate or oversee these expenditures. As a result,
we found that the process of funding these programs is fragmented.
In addition, overlap exists among the drug abuse prevention
programs provided to youth.

The following four agencies provide funds for youth drug
abuse prevention programs:

1. Department of Education

2. Governor’s Office of Safe and Drug Free Schools
and Communities

3. Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Criminal Justice (within Office of
the Governor)

4. Department of Health and Hospitals
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Department of Education (Education)/Office of School
and Community Support. The Department of Education is
responsible for receiving and disbursing the federal Safe and Drug-
Free Schools and Communities grant money (20 U.S.C.A Sec.
7113). In FYE June 30,1999, Education disbursed $10.9 million as
follows:

» 80% to the school districts (Local Education Authorities)

» 20% to the Governor’s Office of Safe and Drug Free
Schools and Communities.

Of the 80% of the funds disbursed to school districts, 4%
administrative costs are allowed for Education, and 5% are allowed
for technical assistance. The remaining 91% goes to the school
districts for drug abuse prevention programs.

Governor’s Office of Safe and Drug Free Schools and
Communities Program (Governor's Office). The Governor’s
Safe and Drug-Free Schools and Communities program is
responsible for administering subgrants to youth drug abuse
prevention programs. The subgrant money is 20% of Education
allocation of the federal Safe and Drug Free Schools and
Communities Grant. The office takes grant applications,
disseminates them, and processes them for reimbursement to local
programs.

In FYE June 30, 1999, the Governor’s Office allocation
was disbursed as follows:

> 5% for administrative costs

> 10% for local law enforcement/educational
partnerships [includes Sheriff's office (Drug Abuse
Resistance Education-DARE), police departments,
and district attorneys’ offices]

> 85% for community-based programs

Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Criminal Justice (the Commission). The
Commission is responsible for the administratiobnfg Abuse
Resistance Education (DARE). Law enforcement agencies (sheriffs
and local police) apply for the funds and the Commission reviews
applications for grants, provides training and monitors grants. The
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No Overall

Coordination or
Oversight of
Funding

Commission was allocated $4.3 million in July1998 for the DARE
program, which is funded entirely by the state general fund.

Department of Health and Hospitals (Health and
Hospitals)/Office of Addictive Disorders. Health and Hospitals
IS responsible for administering the federal Substance Abuse
Prevention and Treatment grant monies that include prevention
services for youthThe distribution of these funds is through nine
regional human service districts to local community programs.
The office was allocated $4.3 million of the grant money in July
1998 for drug prevention in high-risk youth.

Lack of Coordination Leads to Fragmentation of
Funding Sources

We found fragmentation of funding sources to local youth
drug abuse prevention programs. In addition, we found that in
some cases these agencies are providing funding to the same
programs. Fragmentation is defined as instances where two or
more agencies conduct different activities leading to the
accomplishment of the same goal.

For example, DARE programs receive money from the
Commission (state funds) as well as the Governor’s Office of Safe
and Drug Free Schools and Communities via local law
enforcement agencies. Another example is that community-based
programs receive money from Department of Health and
Hospitals/Office of Addictive Disorders (federal substance abuse
grant) and the Governor’s Office of Safe and Drug Free Schools.

In addition, most of the state agencies that administer funds
for youth drug abuse prevention programs take between 5% and
9% for administrative costs from the funding of the programs. The
Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement reported that in FYE
June 30, 1999, it spent $118,000 for the administration of the
DARE program, which is 2.7% of the total funds ($4.3 million)
expended.

In the same year (FYE 1999), the Department of Education
received two grants from the federal Safe and Drug Free Schools
and Communities grant. As the money flows down, the
Governor’s Programs are allowed 5% for administrative costs
before the funds go to local programs. In addition, the school
district portion allows Education to take up to 4% for
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administrative costs and another 5% for technical assistance. The
total allowable administrative costs for these state agencies is up to
14% of the grant amount. Then, at the local level, there are more
administrative costs taken that vary from one program to the other.
Beginning with the FYE June 30, 2000, the funds for the
Governor’s Programs will not flow through the Department of
Education but will go directly to the Governor’s Office.

See Exhibit 3-1 on the following page for a flow chart of the
funding streams.
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Exhibit 3-1
Youth Drug Abuse Prevention
Flow of Funds (FY 1998-1999)

FEDERAL FUNDS
BLOCK GRANTS

Substance Abuse
Prevention & Treatment
Grant

Safe & Drug-Free Schools and
Communities Grant
Grant Award: Total $10.9 million

Department of
Health & Hospitals Department of Education/Office of
Schools and Community Support
(Title IV Coordinator)
Office of Addictive Disorders / \
$22 million for prevention and
treatment 20% 80%
Adm. cost: $130,000 j \
Governor’s Programs Local School Districts
5% adm. costs allowed 4% adm. costs allowed for DOE
5% allowed for technical assistance
85% 10%
Community Programs \ - 3
$4.3 million from OAD ‘ Law Enforcemgnt (Shgrlffs and Police) ‘
Most take adm. cost, but at various Some take adm. costs; some do not.
rates.

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using data gathered from the pictured agencies.

STATE FUNDS

A 4

Louisiana Commission on Law
Enforcement and Administration of
Criminal Justice

$4.3 million allocation

Adm. cost : $118,000

Law Enforcement (Sheriffs and Police)
Pay salaries, benefits, supplies & travel of
DARE officers
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Finally, we found that R.S. 49:219.3 gives legal authority to
the Governor’s Drug Policy Board to coordinate drug abuse
programs in the state. Specifically, R.S. 49:219.3 (5), (6), and (9)
state the board shall:

. Evaluate how anti-drug monies both state and
federal are used in implementing anti-drug
programs at the state and local agencies.

. Evaluate changes in the methods or priorities of the
allocation of funds to state and local agencies.

. Provide recommendations for improving the
effectiveness of multijurisdictional operations
throughout the state.

According to the Executive Director, the board was established to
be a “clearinghouse committee” responsible for the implementation
of the law; however, it was not funded until 1999. Consequently,
the board has not begun carrying out the coordination function.

If coordination were improved and distribution of funds
were streamlined, the state could reduce the amount spent on
administrative costs and have more of the original funds directed to
the programs. For example, the portion of the Safe and Drug Free
Schools and Communities block grant funds that are currently
disbursed by the Governor’s Office of Safe and Drug Free Schools
could be combined with the Commission’s funds to administer the
funding to DARE programs. Also, the Office of Safe and Drug
Free Schools portion for community programs could be moved to
Department of Health and Hospitals/Office of Addictive Disorders.

Lack of Oversight Leads to Overlapping and
Duplicative Efforts

Overlap of services exists between local drug prevention
programs. We found that the programs funded by the Governor’s
Office of Safe and Drug Free Schools and Communities overlap
with the Health and Hospital’s Office of Addictive Disorders and
the Commission. Overlap is defined as instances where two or
more agencies conduct partially the same activities leading to the
accomplishment of the same goal.
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For example, Education officials stated that school-aged
children participate in DARE and may also participate in
community-based programs. Specifically, Department of
Education officials reported that the Safe and Drug-Free Schools
and Communities program activities in the schools are similar to
DARE program activities and the same child can participate in
both programs. In any case, the children are encouraged to
participate in both services as well as other community-based
programs. The activities that are common to all programs include:

. Drug education classes

. Workshops

. Summer programs

. After-school tutorials (except for DARE)

In addition, we found some duplicative efforts in the
gathering of statistics through surveys in the schools. At least three
agencies are conducting surveys to gather information regarding
drugs and violence in the school system. The ones we identified
are:

. Department of Education

. Department of Health and Hospitals/Office of
Addictive Disorders

. Attorney General’s Office (former authority over
Drug Policy Board)

As a result, the state is spending more than it needs to
educate youth about the dangers of drug abuse. Furthermore, it is
not necessary for three different agencies to conduct surveys of the
same population for the same purpose. We noted during our
interviews that neither had knowledge of the funding priorities of
the others.

Recommendations

3.1 The Governor’s Office services should be coordinated
with Health and Hospitals as well as the Commission to
complement one another rather than overlap or
duplicate the others.
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3.2  Once the Governor’s Drug Policy Board is fully
functional, it should conduct the surveys currently done
by three separate agencies to increase efficiency and
eliminate the duplication of efforts.

Matter for Legislative Consideration

3.1  The funding sources for the youth drug abuse programs
could be combined or funneled through one agency to
increase efficiency and save on administrative costs.
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Both the Governor’s Office of Women'’s Services and
Chapte_zr the Department of Social Services/Office of Family Support
Conclusions contract for teen pregnancy prevention programs in the New
Orleans area. We found that Women’s Services and Social
Services do not communicate regarding ongoing coordination
of services and monitoring of funds Consequently, this lack of
coordination between Women'’s Services and Social Services in
establishing contracts and fiscal monitoring has led to overlap
in funding for some programs. Furthermore, in Fiscal Year
Ending (FYE) June 30, 1999, the state received $3.6 million in
federal as well as state dollars for teen pregnancy prevention
programs that lack adequate coordination and monitoring.
We found the state could realize at least $40,000 in savings by
consolidating the two funding streams.

I Two State Departments Fund Same Teen Pregnancy
Teen Pregnancy Prevention Programs
Prevention
Programs Are We found that at least two state agencies provide teen
Funded by Two pregnancy pre\_/ention services. The Governorfs Office_ of _
Departments Women'’s Services and the Department of Social Services/Office of

Family Support both contract with third parties to provide teen
pregnancy prevention programs. According to Women’s Services
and Social Services, the two agencies received approximately $3.6
million in state and federal funds to administer pregnancy
prevention programs in FYE June 30, 1999. However, because of
a lack of coordination and communication between the two
agencies, we found two local teen pregnancy prevention programs
that are funded by both agencies. We also noted that all programs
are located in the New Orleans area, which creates an inequitable
distribution of services to the residents of the state.

Governor’'s Office of Women'’s Services (Women’s
Services). R.S. 46:2523 authorizes the Office of Women’s
Services to develop effective programs to address the needs of
teenage mothers, with an emphasis on prevention of teen
pregnancy. According to a Women’s Services official, the office
has operated and administered teen pregnancy prevention programs
since 1984. Although Women'’s Services does not currently
provide services, the office acts in a fiscal and monitoring capacity.
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Funding to Local
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In FYE June 30, 1999, Women'’s Services received
approximately $400,000 of state general funds on seven teen
pregnancy prevention programs. Administrative costs were 10% of
allocated funds, which equaled $40,000 for that year. The only
staff administering contracts was the Executive Director. In 1998,
Women'’s Services was forced to close the Teen Center located in
Baton Rouge, which was in operation for over 10 years.

Department of Social Services/Office of Family Support
(Social Services).Social Services teen pregnancy prevention
efforts began in 1998 and are funded by the federal Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) grant. The federal
regulations state that one purpose of TANF is to prevent and
reduce the incidence of out-of-wedlock pregnancies and establish
annual numerical goals for preventing and reducing the incidence
of these pregnancies.

In FYE June 30, 1999, the department received
approximately $3.2 million in federal funds for 11 teen pregnancy
prevention programs. Social Services reported that it fully funded
seven of the 11 programs last year. At that time, there were 1.5
full-time equivalent employees administering the contracts.
According to Social Services, the total administrative cost
allocation for the year was approximately $69,000.

Lack of Coordination Leads to Dual Funding of Local
Programs

Because the two agencies that fund teen pregnancy
prevention programs do not communicate or coordinate their
efforts, we found at least two programs that are funded by both
agencies. In addition, the two agencies have different monitoring
policies and procedures, which could be cumbersome to the grant
recipients. Furthermore, we found that these two agencies are
concentrating their efforts in the same area of the state. As a result,
services may not be ultimately delivered in the most effective and
efficient manner possible.

We found that both Women'’s Services and Social Services
funded two of the same programs in FYE June 30, 1999. First,
B. W. Cooper Residential Management Corporation in New
Orleans established a contract with Social Services on
September 1, 1998, and later with Women’s Services on
November 1, 1998. Similarly, St. Thomas/Irish Channel
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Consortiums’ Kuji Center in New Orleans established a contract
with Women’s Services on October 1, 1998, and a month before
with Social Services on September 1, 1998. The lack of
coordination between the two agencies allowed the local grant
recipients to contract with the agencies at different times for the
same teen pregnancy prevention programs.

See Exhibit 4-1 below for more information about the two
programs.

Exhibit 4-1

Teen Pregnancy Prevention Programs Funded by

Office of

Women'’s Services and Office of Family Support
FY 1998-1999

State Office

B. W. Cooper Residential Management

Office of Women'’s Serviceg 11/1/98 - 6/30/99 $22,500 State General Fund

Date of Contract | Grant Amount Sources of Funding

Office of Family Support

St. Thomas/Irish Channel Consortium - Kuji Center
Office of Women'’s Serviceg 10/1/98 - 6/30/99 $27,000 State General Fund

9/1/98 - 8/31/99 $248,366 Federal Block Grant

Office of Family Support

9/1/98 - 8/31/99 $122,954 Federal Block Grant

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff from contracts provided by each agency.

In addition, because of the dual funding of programs, the
contractors who are providing the services are under additional
administrative burdens. For example, contractors must apply for
funding from two agencies and then be subject to two different sets
of rules and regulations. We concluded that with a single funding
source, some of the administrative burden would be lifted from the
contractor, thereby allowing more resources to be funneled into
providing services to program clients.

Furthermore, Women's Services and Social Services
provide funds to teen pregnancy prevention programs that can be
used for the same purposes by the contractors. For example, we
found that the proposals submitted by B. W. Cooper Residential
Management Corporation to the two agencies contained the same
spending categories but for different amounts. Specifically, in
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FYE June 30, 1999, Women’s Services funded this program's
salaries ($4,000), and Social Services also funded salaries
($87,000), in 1998. In addition, operating expenses were funded
by both Women’s Services ($3,000) and Social Services ($9,409).

Similarly, St. Thomas/Irish Channel Consortium’s Kuji
Center’s contract budget that it submitted to Women’s Services
and Social Services has similar spending categories. For example,
in FYE June 30, 1999, the program received funds for salaries
from Women'’s Services ($15,000) and from Social Services
($86,500). This lack of coordination between agencies has lead to
overlap in funding for the same services.

No Formal Monitoring of DSS Contracts

In addition to lack of coordination, we found that in some
cases the programs are not properly monitored. Women'’s Services
monitors its programs; however, DSS has not yet established a
formal monitoring system. According to the Executive Director of
Women'’s Services, it provides ongoing fiscal monitoring, site
visits, and quarterly meetings with directors of its seven programs
(FYE 1999).

However, Social Services’ programs have just completed
the first year of a pilot project, and it did not monitor its 11
community and school-based programs in New Orleans. Social
Services reportedly approves requests for proposals (RFP) and cost
reports routinely; however, it does not conduct site visits or meet
regularly with program directors. Social Services did contract for a
study of quality and effectiveness of programs done jointly by
Tulane and Louisiana State Universities in 1999.

Teen Pregnancy Prevention Programs Are Not
Statewide

In addition to the issue of overlapping programs, we found
that the teen pregnancy prevention programs are all located in the
New Orleans area. Both Women'’s Services and Social Services
reported that their programs are located in New Orleans, mainly
because the area has a higher incidence of teen pregnancy. They
reported New Orleans has 30% of all teen pregnancies in the state;
however, there was no explanation of how services are provided to
the other 70% of at-risk teens in Louisiana. We concluded that this
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creates an inequitable distribution of services in the state because
residents outside New Orleans have limited access to these
programs.

Louisiana Should Combine Funding Sources

If Women’s Services no longer funded teen pregnancy
prevention programs, its funding could be combined with Social
Services' funding. Then, there could be administrative cost savings
of at least $40,000 (10% of Women's Services' allocation).
Although Women'’s Services has the long-term experience and an
established monitoring system for teen pregnancy programs, it has
minimal funds and staff. Social Services has a much larger amount
of federal grant monies available to administer programs but needs
to improve its monitoring efforts.

|
Recommendations

4.1  The Department of Social Services and Office of
Women'’s Services should require all contracted
programs to list all funding and sources on the RFPs.
Both agencies should coordinate their funding efforts.

4.2  The Office of Women’s Services and Department of
Social Services should expand their programs to include
other areas of the state and provide more equitable
service to the residents of Louisiana.

Matter for Legislative Consideration

4.1  The legislature may wish to consider consolidating the
funding for teen pregnancy prevention programs into
one department.
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Chapter 5. Battered Women'’s Shelters

At least three state agencies fund battered women'’s
Chaptgr shelters. These agencies funnel federal grant monies to local
Conclusions programs through contracts and grants. These three agencies
spent approximately $4.7 million for the shelters in Fiscal Year

Ended (FYE) June 30, 1999. We found that the funding
sources’ administration appears fragmented across the three
agencies. This situation leads to no single entity being held
accountable for funding these programs and increased
administrative costs.

T —— Three State Agencies Administer Federal Grants to

Multiple Agencies Local Battered Women'’s Shelters
Fund Shelters
We identified three state agencies that spent approximately
$4.7 million in federal funds for battered women'’s shelters in FYE
June 30, 1999. The following three agencies provide funds for
battered women'’s shelters:

1. Governor’s Office of Women’s Services

2. Department of Social Services/Office of
Community Services

3. Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration of Criminal Justice (within Office of
the Governor)

Governor’s Office of Women'’s Services (Women'’s
Services). According to Women'’s Services officials, the office is
responsible for administering contracts with local providers for
community-based battered women’s shelters. R.S. 46:2122
authorizes Women'’s Services to establish a family violence
program for the development of community-based shelters for
victims of family violenceThe office disbursed approximately
$3.3 million in state general funds, fees and self-generated
revenues, statutory dedications and federal Family Violence
Prevention and Service Act grant funds in FYE June 30, 1999.
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Department of Social Services/Office of Community
Services(Community Services).Community Services is
responsible for administering contracts for local homeless shelters.
R.S. 36:477 states the Office of Community Services shall
administer certain federal grants, which includes the Emergency
Shelters Block Grant (from the federal Stewart B. McKinney
Homeless Assistance Act). According to Social Services’ officials,
the local homeless shelters can include shelters established for
special needs, such as battered women facilities. Community
Services disbursed approximately $271,000 from the Federal
Emergency Shelters Block Grant in FYE June 30, 1999, for
battered women'’s shelters.

Louisiana Commission on Law Enforcement (the
Commission) and Administration of Criminal Justice The
Commission also funds grants with local battered women’s
shelters. R.S. 15:1204 gives the Commission the authority to
approve or deny applications for grants for block funds provided by
the Justice Improvement Act of 1979. 42 USC 46:3796(g)(Q)
specifies strengthening law enforcement services for domestic
violence victims. The grant funds for battered women'’s shelters
are obtained from two federal grants, specifically the Violence
Against Women Act of 1994 (VAWA) and Victims of Crime Act
of 1984 (VOCA). The Commission dedicated $1.1 million to
battered women'’s shelters in FYE June 30, 1999 (federal fiscal
year basis).

Exhibit 5-1 summarizes grant funding information.

Exhibit 5-1
Battered Women'’s Shelters Grant Funding
Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1999

Total
Department Name of Federal Grant Funding
Governor’s Office of Women’s| Family Violence Prevention and
Services Service Grant $3,300,000
Department of Social Services Emergency Shelters Block Grant $271,000
Louisiana Commission on Law| Violence Against Women Act &
Enforcement Victims of Crime Act $1,100,0007
Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff from state department unaudited
information.
*These funds were set aside but not yet spent by June 30,1999 (federal fiscal|year).
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|
Fragmented

Function Leads
to Higher
Administrative
Costs

No Single Agency Is Accountable for the Funding of
Battered Women'’s Shelters

Because funding for these programs is administered by
three separate agencies, we concluded that it is fragmented. There
Is no single agency responsible for the transferring of funds to and
monitoring of the local shelters. In addition, fund recipients must
go to several different agencies to obtain funding. As a result,
there is fragmentation of funding sources that provide money to
battered women'’s shelters in the state. Fragmentation occurs when
two or more agencies conduct different activities leading to the
accomplishment of the same goal. In this case, Women’s Services,
Community Services and the Commission administer separate
federal block grants that all include funding for battered women’s
shelters. Because so many different agencies perform such similar
services, the state is spending more in administrative costs such as
staff salaries and other expenses than is necessary. We could not
quantify specific savings because funding these shelters is only part
of other functions that the agencies perform. However, we believe
cost savings would be realized simply by having one agency
responsible for distributing funds to battered women'’s shelters.

There is some coordination of funding of battered women'’s
shelters. Women’s Services coordinates with the Commission
through the Victims Services Advisory Board. Women'’s Services
also coordinates with Community Services on the Louisiana
Interagency Action Council for the HomelesSthough Women'’s
Services serves on the board and the council, there is no single
agency held accountable to ensure that fragmentation of funding or
potential overlap of services for battered women'’s shelters is
minimized.

Women'’s Services is the primary funding source and has a
17 year history of contracting and monitoring battered women’s
shelters. The grant monies disbursed by Community Services and
the Commission are only a small part of their total funds and not
the primary purpose of the grants administered. Specifically, the
funding for battered women'’s shelters should be funneled through
one agency, which would create a single agency that is held
accountable for all funds.
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Matter for Legislative Consideration

5.1 The legislature may wish to consider establishing a
single agency to fund and monitor battered women’s
shelters.
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Chapter
Conclusions

|
Louisiana's
Administrative
Hearings Process
Is Fragmented

Many state entities conduct administrative hearings to
resolve disputes between themselves and individuals. State law
authorizes the Division of Administrative Law to conduct the
bulk of hearings for most state departments. However, state
law exempts many state entities from turning over cases to the
Division. In addition, some state entities continue to adjudicate
their own cases because they are misinterpreting state and/or
federal laws. While state law created the Division as a
mechanism to consolidate administrative hearings from
various agencies under one body, the intent of the law may be
undermined by the many exemptions it allows. As a result, the
state may not be realizing as great a savings as was intended
when the legislature created the Division.

Many Agencies Conduct Their Own Administrative
Hearings

Numerous state entities conduct their own administrative
hearings. These hearings are necessary because state law provides
for an administrative process to settle disputes that arise between
state agencies and individuals. To address the issue of multiple
agencies conducting administrative hearings, the legislature created
the Division of Administrative Law in October 1996.

R.S. 49:991 creates the Division of Administrative Law
within the Department of State Civil Service. The Division's
mission is to provide a neutral forum for handling administrative
hearings for state agencies. According to the Division’s
Operational Plan, it handles and conducts adjudications (hearing
and deciding cases) for many state agencies and issues final
decisions and orders in those cases. It is set up as an independent
agency and aims to protect the role of the administrative law judge
as an impartial hearing officer. The Division was appropriated
$1.8 million conducting administrative hearings in fiscal year
1998-1999. Most of its funding comes from interagency transfers
from the entities for which the Division conducts hearings.
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On one hand, R.S. 49:992 authorizes the Division of
Administrative Law to “commence and handle all adjudications.”
However, on the other hand, this same law exempts some state
boards, commissions, departments and agencies. As a result, the
administrative hearing process may not be as efficient or as cost
effective as perhaps the legislature intended. Also, independence
of the department's administrative hearing officer could be
impaired because the department pays the administrative hearing
officer's salary.

Some Agencies Exempt From Transferring Cases

We identified several examples of state agencies that
conduct their own administrative-type hearings because state law
exempts them from transferring cases to the Division of
Administrative Law. Examples of departments that are exempt
from turning their administrative hearings over to the Division of
Administrative Law include the Department of Labor and the
Public Service Commission.

Some Agencies May Misinterpret the Law

Because the law that created the Division of Administrative
Law is so imprecise, some agencies consider themselves to be
exempt from the law for various reasons. R.S. 49:992 states that
any board, commission, department or agency which is required by
federal mandate as a condition of federal funding to conduct or
render an adjudication proceeding shall be exempt from this law.

One such example, within the Department of Education, is
the Special Populations Division. Officials with this division
claim that federal law requires that it (the department) conduct its
own administrative hearings.

The Special Populations Division holds due process
hearings to handle any type of disputes between parents of special
needs children and local school districts. To carry out the hearings,
the division contracts with attorneys and others who serve as
administrative hearing officers. These officers are not Department
of Education employees. For fiscal year ended June 30, 1999, this
division spent $38,343 to contract for administrative hearing
officers. However, since the Special Populations Division already
contracts with administrative law judges, it could contract with the
Division of Administrative Law to conduct these hearings.
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|
Consolidation of

Hearings
Function Could
Result in Savings
to the State

The Division of Administrative Law could conceivably
handle some of the hearings presently conducted by some of the
agencies that are currently exempt or that are misinterpreting the
law. This consolidation could reduce the costs of conducting these
hearings. The overall amount of money spent on administrative
hearings in the state would decrease because an economy of scale
would be achieved. Furthermore, if administrative hearings were
administered by a single entity, the state and the public could
benefit from having an independent body decide issues and
increased consistency of rulings.

Matters for Legislative Consideration

6.1  To eliminate any conflict with federal law, the
legislature may wish to consider clarifying R. S. 49:992,
which exempts some departments from turning over
their administrative hearings to the Division of
Administrative Law. This clarification should require
that exempted departments obtain documentary
evidence from their federal oversight agency that an
external body could not conduct its administrative
hearings.

6.2 The legislature may wish to consider amending R.S.
49:992 to remove some of the exemptions it allows. This
would result in greater economy of scale by having the
administrative hearing process centralized.
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Chapter 7: Supplemental Pay to Local
Public Safety Personnel

——. The departments that issue supplemental compensation
Chapte_zr to local public safety personnel perform overlapping functions.
Conclusions The Department of the Treasury and the Department of Public
Safety both handle supplemental compensation, but to
different groups of local public safety personnel.

We also found that the state’s oversight of supplemental
pay to deputy sheriffs is restricted because of legislation that
authorizes the Department of the Treasury to issue lump-sum
supplemental payments to local sheriffs instead of individual
payments being issued directly from the state to deputies. All
other local public safety personnel receive supplemental
payments directly from the Department of Public Safety.

Furthermore, neither the Department of the Treasury
nor the Department of Public Safety requires parishes and
municipalities to include the job title/assignment of eligible
employees on supplemental pay documentation. Job title and
assignment are among the determining factors in establishing
supplemental pay eligibility.

T —— Administration of Supplemental Pay Overlaps
Two State PP 4 P
Departments The Department of the Treasury and the Department of
Administer Public Safety both make state supplemental payments, but to
Supplemental different groups of public safety personnel. As a result, both
Payments to entities are performing some of the same activities to achieve the
Local Public same goal
Safety Personnel Department of the Treasury (Treasury). In accordance

with R.S. 33:2218.8, Treasury administers supplemental pay to
deputy sheriffs. The statute also provides that supplemental pay
“shall be distributed to the sheriff of each parish.” This provision
prevents deputy sheriffs from receiving individual supplemental
payments like all other public safety personnel.
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According to a Treasury official, each month the sheriff of
each parish submits a notarized invoice of eligible deputy sheriffs.
The invoice includes the following information for each eligible

deputy sheriff:
. Name
. Social Security Number
. Date of Eligibility
. Present Monthly Salary
. Qualifying Years
. Amount of Supplemental Payment

In turn, Treasury issues 65 lump-sum payments, one to each local
sheriff. The payments are processed and issued by the state’s
Automated Financial System. It is then the responsibility of the
local sheriff to distribute individual payments to the deputy
sheriffs.

Department of Public Safety (Public Safety).State law
authorizes Public Safety to administer supplemental pay to four
groups of public safety personnel. The groups of public safety
personnel and the corresponding legislation are as follows:

. Municipal Police Officers -- R.S. 33:2218.2
. Firefighters -- R.S. 33:2002
. Constables and Justices of the Peace -- R.S. 13:2591

According to state law, the mayors of each municipality are
required to submit warrants to Public Safety on a monthly basis,
documenting the personnel who are eligible for supplemental pay.
The warrants include the following information for each payee:

. Name
. Address
. Social Security Number

. Date Employed
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. Years of Service

. Amount of Payment
. Check Date

. Check Number

Public Safety issues over 10,000 checks monthly through its
automated system.

Although both entities are legislatively authorized to make
Departments suppl : -
N pplemental payments to public safety personnel, the functions of
Perform Similar administering supplemental pay overlap. Overlap is defined as two
Functions or more entities conducting partially the same activity for

accomplishment of the same goal. Exhibit 7-1 below compares
Treasury’s and Public Safety’s supplemental pay functions.

L |
Exhibit 7-1

Comparison of Supplemental Pay Functions

Number of Format of Annual
Public Safety Monthly Payments Estimate
Department Personnel Payments Issued of Cost
Department of the *  Deputy Sheriffs 65 Lump-sum payments $4,474
Treasury to local sheriff
Department of Public * Police Officers Over 10,000 | Individual payments $51,713
Safet o directly to personnel
y » Firefighters yiop
* Constables
» Justices of the Peace

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s staff using unaudited information provided by Treasury and Rublic
Safety.

The function of issuing supplemental payments to local
public safety personnel is not as efficient as it could be.
Specifically, Public Safety currently has two staff members
dedicated solely to supplemental pay. Salary and benefits for those
two employees total $51,713. One staff person with Treasury
devotes 20% of her time to supplemental pay, which costs about
$4,474 in salary and benefits.
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All public safety supplemental pay functions could be
under one department. Public Safety officials reported that should
the function of making deputy sheriffs’ supplemental payments be

|
Louisiana Should

Consider transferred to them, one additional staff person would be required
Consolidating to issue individual payments to each deputy sheriff. The cost of an
Supplemental additional staff person would be about $24,244 annually.

Payments However, if Public Safety were to issue lump-sum payments, the

cost would be less.

Because the automated system used to process
supplemental payments for Public Safety was designed with the
capability of processing payments for an additional group of public
safety personnel, the cost associated with adding deputy sheriffs to
the system would be minimal.

If the responsibility of issuing supplemental payments to
deputy sheriffs were transferred to Public Safety and each deputy
received individual checks, the result would be annual cost savings
of about $4,474 to Treasury and an annual cost increase of about
$24,244 to Public Safety. The net increase in cost to state
government is estimated to be $19,770 per year.

However, even though transferring deputy sheriffs’
supplemental pay to Public Safety would result in immediate
increased administrative costs, long-term administrative efficiency
could be achieved and overlapping functions could be eliminated.
In addition, because Public Safety could issue individual payments
directly to deputy sheriffs, the state could have more control over
the function. Furthermore, legislative oversight of payment to all
local law enforcement would be improved because only one state
department would be held responsible.

Parishes and Municipalities Are Not Required to
Include Job Title on Supplemental Pay Documents

Although outside the scope of this audit, we found that
neither Treasury nor Public Safety requires parishes and
muncipalities to include job titles of eligible employees on
supplemental pay documents. Therefore, when an employee
changes assignments, there is no review of his/her eligibility at the
state level. As a result, there is no means of ensuring that all
personnel currently receiving supplemental pay are working in
eligible positions.
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Recommendation

7.1

The Department of the Treasury and the Department of
Public Safety should implement policies requiring that
parishes and municipalities include current job
title/assignment on supplemental pay documentation.
This new policy would help ensure that state dollars are
being given to the proper personnel.

Matters for Legislative Consideration

7.1

7.2

The legislature may wish to consider transferring
supplemental pay for deputy sheriffs from the
Department of the Treasury to the Department of
Public Safety.

The legislature may wish to consider authorizing
individual supplemental payments to deputy sheriffs.
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Chapter 8: Criminal Investigations

Chapter
Conclusions

|
Two Departments

Conduct
Criminal
Investigations

The Department of Public Safety’s Office of State Police
and the Attorney General’s Office are both legislatively
authorized to conduct criminal investigations. This situation
leads to duplication of effort. We found that there is no
specialization in the types of investigations each department
conducts. There is also no formal coordination and
communication between the two investigative bodies. As a
result, the state may be spending more than is necessary to
provide these services.

The Department of Public Safety’s Office of State Police
(State Police) and the Attorney General’s Office (Attorney
General) are conducting criminal investigations of the same types
of offenses. State law gives both agencies the authority to conduct
criminal investigations without differentiating between the types of
investigations each will conduct. As a result, the two agencies
conduct duplicative activities. In addition, the agencies function
independently with little or no coordination. This situation creates
inefficiency and increased cost to taxpayers.

R.S. 36:704 creates the investigation division within the
Attorney General’'s Office to be responsible for investigation of
criminal violations, and R.S. 36:408 authorizes the Office of State
Police to maintain intelligence and investigation operations related
to the enforcement of criminal and traffic laws. Accordingly, both
agencies conduct criminal investigations, which creates
duplication. Duplication is defined as two departments conducting
identical activities for accomplishment of the same goal. Because
of limitations of this audit, we were unable to quantify the cost
associated with the duplication.

The types of offenses investigated by both agencies include,
but are not limited to, the following:

. Homicide
. Rape

. Assault and battery
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. Robbery
. Burglary
. Theft

. Child pornography
. Narcotics

It should be noted that both the Attorney General and State
Police provide criminal investigation assistance to local
governments. However, in the majority of instances, the Attorney
General will also prosecute the cases in which it has offered
investigative assistance. Conversely, State Police investigates and
refers cases to local district attorneys for prosecution.

Exhibit 8-1 on the following page compares the types of
investigations each department does. It also shows FYE June 30,
1999, expenditures, number of field offices and other information
about each department as it relates to criminal investigations.
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Exhibit 8-1

Criminal Investigation Functions of
Attorney General's Office and Office of State Police

Attorney General’s Office
Investigation Division

Office of State Police
Criminal Investigation Program

Types

[Common types of
investigations are
shown in bold type]

Homicide; assault and battery
rape; kidnapping; violence to
buildings and other property;
misappropriation with violence to
persons (e.gpbbery);
misappropriation without violence
(e.g..theft, fraud); sexual
immorality (e.g., pornography,
molestation of juvenile); official
misconduct and corrupt practices;
malfeasance in officefiling false
public recordsnarcotics/drug
violations; elections violations;
worker’s compensation fraud
gaming; Brady Act violations; etc.

Homicide; rape; battery/assault
robbery; burglary; major felony
theft; auto theft; fugitivesnarcotics;
drug smugglingechild pornography;

for-hires;worker's compensation
fraud; Medicaid fraud; and
malfeasancen office (political
corruption)

computer scams, bank fraud, murder-

FY 1998-1999
Expenditures

$1,501,785

[does not include gaming
investigation)

$9,301,654

Field Offices

Three field personnel in New
Orleans; one field person in Monroe

Three district offices; six field office

D

Source of Leads

Private citizens, agencies or boards
district attorneys, local governments

, Majority self-generated, district
5 attorneys, local government

Prosecution

Prosecutes majority of cases
investigated

Cases referred to local district
attorney for prosecution

Source: Prepared by legislative auditor’s Staff from information obtained from Attorney Gene
Office and State Police.

ral's

Lack of
Coordination
Between Two

Agencies Leads to
Duplication of
Effort

We found that neither agency specializes in any one type of
investigation. For example, the Attorney General’s Office has a
federal grant to conduct Medicaid fraud investigations; however,

according to a State Police offi

cial, the State Police has

investigated Medicaid fraud cases as well. In addition, State Police

has a very heavily funded narc

otics section, but the Attorney

General’s Office included narcotics amongst its list of investigated

offenses during FYE June 30,

1999.
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We also found that there is a lack of formal coordination
and communication between the Attorney General’s Office and
State Police. Although the two investigative bodies have worked
jointly on cases, there is no formal mechanism in place to ensure
that duplication of effort does not occur.

For example, according to an official with the Attorney
General’s Office, there was an occasion where it had begun an
investigation, later learned that State Police was already involved,
and subsequently halted its investigation. However, in a written
response to questions, the Attorney General’s Office wrote that it
asks the complainant if any other investigative agencies are
involved before initiating an investigation to avoid duplication.

To further illustrate, a State Police official reported that it is
possible for both entities to investigate the same case without the
other’s knowledge; however, he is not aware of any such instances.

The legislature has given the Attorney General’s Office
definitive authority to conduct Medicaid fraud investigation. The
legislature has also given Public Safety definitive authority to
conduct insurance fraud investigations. However, the authorizing
legislation does not prohibit the other agency from conducting such
investigations.

Specifically, Act 1312 of 1999 creates an Insurance Fraud
Investigation Unit within Public Safety. The legislation allocates
funds to Public Safety for investigation and to the Attorney
General’s Office for prosecution. However, the legislation does
not prohibit the Attorney General from conducting its own
insurance fraud investigations.

In addition, R.S. 40:2009.13 authorizes the Department of
Health and Hospitals to refer reports of Medicaid abuse to the
Medicaid Fraud Control Unit within the Attorney General’s Office.
However, the State Police is not legislatively prohibited from
conducting Medicaid fraud investigations.

Finally, without formal communication, investigators from
both investigative bodies cannot take full advantage of each other’s
intelligence information. This situation prevents both agencies
from achieving maximum efficiency and effectiveness in their
investigative functions and results in increased cost to taxpayers.
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|
Recommendation

8.1

Both the Attorney General's Office and Department of
Public Safety, Office of State Police should work
together to develop a formal, structured system of
communication. A system should strive to eliminate
duplication of effort and improve efficiency and
effectiveness of criminal investigations.

Matter for Legislative Consideration

8.1

The legislature may wish to consider assigning exclusive
authority to the Office of State Police and the Attorney
General’s Office to investigate certain types of offenses.
For example, offenses can be divided into violent and
non-violent categories and then assigned to each
department. However, any legislation should not
preclude the two state departments from pooling
resources where necessary.
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Chapter 9: Gaming Regulation

Chapter
Conclusions

|
Multiple
Entities
Regulate
Gaming

In Louisiana, at least four state entities are involved in
regulating the gaming industry. Two additional state entities
provide support services such as legal representation and
investigative services to the regulatory bodies. The
overlapping functions create increased administrative and
operational costs. In addition, efficiency is lowered, and
legislative oversight is inhibited.

We also found that the state can incur a maximum of
$365,000 a year in salaries and per-diem expenses for members
of the three gaming regulatory boards.

Four State Entities Regulate Louisiana’s Gaming
Industry

At least four state entities are responsible for regulating
gaming activities. The separation of gaming regulation in this
manner can be attributed to legislation, which authorizes each
entity to oversee a particular form of gaming. Various pieces of
legislation that give each entity its authority were passed over more
than a 50-year period from 1940 to 1996. As a result, the present
oversight of the state’s gaming industry is scattered across entities,
leading to higher than necessary administrative cost.

We found that the following four entities have
responsibility for regulation of different aspects of the state’s
gaming industry:

. Louisiana Lottery Corporation
. Louisiana Racing Commission
. Office of Charitable Gaming

. Louisiana Gaming Control Board
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Louisiana Lottery Corporation. The Louisiana Lottery
Corporation was created by a constitutional amendment in October
1990. A nine-member, salaried board of directors governs the
Lottery Corporation. The corporation must transfer not less than
35% of its gross revenues to the state treasury. The board’s
gaming oversight responsibilities include specifying the following:

1. Types of games to be played

2. Ticket prices

3. Number and amount of prizes

4, Method and location of selecting winning tickets

5. Frequency and means of conducting drawings

6. Manner of payment of prizes

7. Manner and amount of compensation to lottery
retailers

8. All other matters related to the operation of the
lottery

Louisiana Racing Commission. The Louisiana Racing
Commission was established in 1940 by the legislature and is
currently under the oversight of the Department of Economic
Development. Specifically, R.S. 4:144 created the 10-member
Louisiana Racing Commission. The commission is responsible for
making rules and regulations related to horse racing and issuing
licenses to persons involved in horse racing.

Office of Charitable Gaming. Act 752 of 1986 created
the Division of Charitable Gaming Control within the Department
of Public Safety. However, as of January 1, 2000, charitable
gaming is the responsibility of the Department of Revenue
(Revenue). Revenue is now responsible for performing all
functions related to charitable gaming. These functions include
issuance of licenses for games of chance, issuance of licenses to
manufacturers and distributors of supplies and equipment, and
issuance of licenses to commercial lessors of premises for games.
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|
Two State

Entities Provide
Support Services
to Gaming
Industry

Louisiana Gaming Control Board. The Louisiana
Gaming Control Board was created by Act 7 of 1996. The board
consists of nine salaried members. This board regulates gaming
activities and operations related to the following:

1. Riverboat casinos

2. Land-based casino
3. Video draw poker

4, Indian gaming

5. Slot machine gaming

The Gaming Control Board’s regulation function includes
investigation, licensing, and enforcement.

The Office of State Police’s Gaming Enforcement Division
and the Office of Attorney General’'s Gaming Division both
provide support services to the gaming industry. The Office of
State Police provides investigative, licensing, and enforcement
services while the Office of Attorney General provides legal advice
and representation.

Office of State Police/Gaming Enforcement Division.
The Office of State Police/Gaming Enforcement Division (within
Department of Public Safety) is responsible for carrying out the
gaming functions for the Louisiana Gaming Control Board. R.S.
27:20 requires the Office of State Police to conduct investigations,
issue licenses, and enforce gaming laws. The Office of Sta